Note: Dependent variable is the first difference in support for welfare expansion, comparing reported attitude in the current and previous wave. Column (2) excludes respondents who "strongly" supported welfare expansion in the previous wave. Standard errors clustered by respondent are reported in parentheses. All estimations include full set of controls (coefficients not reported). + significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
Note on the use of weights: All the analyses reported in the manuscript, which aim to portray the preference of the U.S. public at a given time period, are calculated using sample weights (i.e. Figures 2 and 3) . The weights were constructed to make each wave representative of the U.S.
population in terms of key demographics. Note that these analyses also include respondents that are not part of the panel, but which were interviewed by YouGov in order to make the sample wave more similar in terms of demographic characteristics to the overall public. In contrast, all analyses that examine change in policy preference at the individual level (i.e. the remaining tables and graphs) are calculated without weights, since one seeks to estimate the effect of a given change in circumstances at the individual level, without claims about of the impact on the U.S. electorate at large. I believe that by presenting the unweighted comparisons, the analysis provides readers a clearer sense of how to interpret the estimated effects, without having to worry that the effects are an artifact of the weighting. Nonetheless, I should add that including the sample weights in the regressions makes the results stronger than those reported in the article, not weaker. To demonstrate the difference from including the weights, in Table A9 I replicate the analysis presented in Table 3 of the manuscript, this time using sampling weights. As one can see, all the estimated effects of interest remain robust as before while the point estimates are slightly larger than in the unweighted specification. This graph presents the same estimates as those presented in Figure 4 of the main paper. This graph also includes the 95% confidence intervals. The graphs in the top row refer to Democrats and the graphs in the bottom row to Republicans. Green lines denote partisans who experienced the shock and red lines partisans who did not. The Pew Question and the Main Question are not quite the same. Most obviously, the Pew Question does not mention assistance to the unemployed, the trade-off it mentions is higher debt rather than higher taxes, and the time-period it covers is not identical to the panel study I use.
Moreover, the Pew Question did not offer a neutral or mid-point response option. Nonetheless, it asks about support for assistance to the needy and also mentions a potential tradeoff, in this case an increase in the national debt which would imply either lower spending in the future, higher taxes, or perhaps both. Thus, it captures some of the same tradeoff between a more expansive social safety net and higher future burden.
The results obtained in each of the two studies are presented in the figure below. The results of the Pew study are reassuring in that they appear to confirm the main temporal trends observed in the YouGov study analyzed in the article. These include: (i) a large and consistent partisan divide in support for welfare spending over the time period under study; (ii) a general trend of decreasing support for expanded welfare spending among all three partisan groups; (iii) a largest drop in support among Independents; (iv) a drop in support among Democrats immediately following the eruption of the crisis and then a tapering off of the effect. The one difference we do observe between the two studies is the larger drop in support among Republicans that is observed in the Pew Study. It is difficult to tell why this is the case, though perhaps the explicit mention of the debt increase, an issue which was the rallying cry of the Republicans during the
APPENDIX C
The experiment was administered as follows: respondents were randomly assigned to receive one of the treatments below. Each treatment was assigned to approximately 170 respondents. The question was added in the beginning of an omnibus survey administered by YouGov/Polimetrix, CA, in June 2012. Following the survey question, respondents were prompted with a set of five response options: 1. strongly support; 2. somewhat support; 3. neither support nor oppose; 4. somewhat oppose; 5. strongly oppose. The versions of the question assigned to each treatment were as follows:
Version I: "Main Question" (The original item used as the dependent variable in the article) Do you support an increase in the funding of government programs for helping the poor and the unemployed with education, training, employment, and social services, even if this might raise your taxes?
Version II: No Tradeoff Do you support an increase in the funding of government programs for helping the poor and the unemployed with education, training, employment, and social services?
Version III: Unemployed, Active Labor-Market Programs Do you support an increase in the funding of government programs for helping the unemployed with education, training, and employment, even if this might raise your taxes?
Version IV: Needy, Social Services Do you support an increase in the funding of government programs for helping the poor with social services, even if this might raise your taxes? 
